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PREFACE 


The London Scots Self Government Committee has 
done a real public service in this careful piece of research 
work regarding capitalism 'in Scotland. One of the most 
serious problems of our day is the way in which whole 
sections of vital industries, vital to the health and happiness 
of the people, are coming into the hands of groups of big 
business men who owe no responsibility to the people of the 
country and who have far too great an influence with the 
present Government. All the distressed areas bear witness 
to the folly of allowing great industries to be started up or 
closed down without any consideration to the social conse¬ 
quences of the area. We are seeing, during this war, large 
areas of beautiful agricultural country being broken up for 
great works, people being rushed there without any 
consideration as to housing, social amenities or even such 
elementary problems as drainage. The cost of supplying 
these has to be borne by the community. Should it suit the 
profits of the owning group they will close down these 
works and then again the ratepayers will have to shoulder 
the burden of unemployment and dislocation. 

No country has suffered more than Scotland from this 
kind of irresponsible industrialism. I hope that the reading 
of this pamphlet will cause, not only the workers of Scot¬ 
land, but those who, although better circumstanced in life, 
arc also victims of the system, to realise that until industry 
itself is brought under the control of enlightened public 
opinion there is no hope of a healthy and peaceful life in 
these islands. 

ELLEN WILKINSON. 

House of Commons. 

31st January , 1940. 




PREFACE 


By NEIL S. BEATON 

( President , Scottish Co-operative Wholesale Society , Ltd.) 

This contribution of Mr. Burns, which so directly 
focuses attention on the present methods of conducting the 
affairs of Scotland and its Incisive attack on the weak and 
futile form of government to which Scotland is subjected, 
will be welcomed by all who have the interest and the 
well-being of Scotland at heart. It nowise conflicts with 
the need for International Go-operation and Brotherhood, 
but it seeks and, in my opinion, succeeds in demonstrating 
that the problems of Scotland will only be solved when the 
working people of this country decide that the political and 
economic resources of the nation will be under their control 
in Scotland. 

The research and viewpoint should commend the 
pamphlet to all and should serve to waken the conscience 
of all right-thinking people. 

NEIL S. BEATON. 

S.C.W.S. Board Room, 

95 Mor tson Street, 

Glasgow, C.5. 


The London Scots Self Government Committee 

Chairman: Hon. Secretary: 

Mr. NEIL MACLEAN, M.P. Mrs. NORRIE FRASER, 

76 Old Church Street, 
Chelsea, London, S.W.3. 
Phone: Flaxman 4759. 

To Headers— 

Perhaps you will remember our first pamphlet “Plan 
for Scotland” which was prefaced by Clement Attlee, M.P., 
Leader of the Labour Party. It attracted much attention 
and had a splendid circulation throughout working-class 
organisations in Scotland. 

This latest pamphlet “The Real Rulers of Scotland” is 
a worthy successor. Commended to you by such staunch 
Socialists as Mr. Neil Beaton, President of the S.C.W.S., and 
Miss Ellen Wilkinson, M.P., it analyses the inmost economic- 
structure of Scottish life as has never been done before. 

It is the duty of every Socialist to know and think. 

Scottish Socialists in particular are thinkers. This pamphlet 
gives them the real Mackay to bite on! 

The London Scots Self Government Committee which 
issues this pamphlet has been running for three years and 
can claim in that period to have done much useful work, in 
the press, by public functions, and in Parliament through 
the group of Scottish Labour M.P.s with whom it works, for 
Scotland and the Scottish people. 

At this time when Federalism has become fashionable, 
this Committee hold firmly to the view that true Democracy 
in Britain is only possible through a Socialist Federation 
of the nations within these islands. 

Our message to the Scottish workers is: Trust Your¬ 
selves. Only through YOIJR control of land and industry 
will the poverty and wretchedness of Scotland be ended. 

Socialism is a great faith, but it is also a great practicability. 
It is towards this faith becoming practice in the near future 
that this pamphlet is written. 

NORRIE FRASER, 

Hon. Secretary. 

N.B.—Anyone wishing to join this Committee or to learn 
more about its work please write to me at the above 
address. 
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STOP PRESS NOTE 


UTHGOW AS GOVERNMENT CONTROLLER OF 
MERCHANT SHIPBUILDING. 

On January 31st, 1940, the Prime Minister announced that two 
shipbuilding industrialists, Sir James Lithgow and Sir Amos Ay re, 
had been appointed to the important posts respectively ol Controller 
and Director of Merchant Shipbuilding and Repairs for the Govern 
ment, and that Sir James Lithgow would not receive any salary. 

Later it was announced that Lithgow had obtained leave ol 
absence from the boards of all companies of which he is either 
chairman or director with the exception of Beardmores and Richard 
Thomas & Co. (on which two he remains without remuneration) 
and had asked for another member of the Board of Admiralty to 
deal with contracts placed with firms in which he has been interested 
or is still connected. 

Quite apart from the topsy-turvy choice for the task of rapidly 
expanding British shipbuilding capacity of Lithgow and Ayre, till 
recently chairman and vice-chairman, respectively, for many years, 
of the National Shipbuilders' Security Corporation, the company 
which has bought up and scrapped one-third of the British Ship¬ 
building industry, such appointments further emphasise the 
Government’s growing habit of appointing Big Business men as 
Government controllers of the very industries they themselves are 
interested in. 

Further, whether such industrialists as Government servants 
receive a salary or not, whether they resign their directorships or 
not, and whether or not a third party places the actual contracts 
with firms they have been connected with, the fact remains that 
so long as they retain substantial personal and family shareholdings 
in companies in the industry involved such appointments seem 
bound to cut across the axiom of British public life that even the 
apparent possibility of the same man as Government servant being 
in general control of Government contracts with industry and at 
the same time remaining a director, salaried official or substantial 
shareholder of companies which may in the ordinary way of busi¬ 
ness receive such contracts, must be precluded. 


THE STEEL KINGS RULE SCOTLAND 


E a*s«HE REAL RULERS OF SCOTLAND TO-DAY 
fijjfl! are not the Secretary of State or the demo- 
jSH cratically elected Scottish M.P.s, but a group 
of heavy industry magnates headed by Sir 
“31 James Lithgow who control nearly the whole 
Scottish heavy industry. 

Their rule over Scotland is completely undemocratic 
and subject to no control by the Scottish people. How has 

this situation arisen? 

ECONOMICS, NOT POLITICS, RULE THE ROOST. 

Partly because in Scotland as in every industrial capi¬ 
talist country it is Economics, not Politics, which rule the 
roost and whoever controls the main industries is the real 
ruler of the country. (Compare France, where the real 
rulers are not the politicians but the 200 families who con¬ 
trol the French heavy industries—a curiously exact 
parallel.) 

Partly because of Scotland’s political position as a 
subject unit of the British Imperialist system and with no 
Government or Parliament of its own. In most countries 
the capitalist chiefs control the Parliamentary machine, 
fill the Cabinet with their nominee politicians and use the 
Parliamentary facade as a smoke-screen behind which they 
can pull the strings in the background. But in Scotland 
there is no Parliament to act as a smoke-screen, so our big 
industrialists’ rule is all the more naked and obvious. 

Political control over Scotland is weak and 400 miles 
distant, whereas Lithgow's economic control is a strong and 
ever-present reality. The nominal political ruler, the Sec¬ 
retary of State, is a bird of passage, usually a second-rate 
politician in a state of furious indignation at being landed 
with one of the least important jobs in the British Cabinet 
and only too eager to pass on at the first opportunity to a 
more spectacular post elsewhere. Whereas Lithgow and his 
associates in the Colville steel combine are a permanent 
fixture, by far the biggest employers in Scotland and con¬ 
trol nearly the whole of Scotland’s main industries, coal, 
iron, steel and shipbuilding. 
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LITHGOW—PART OF IMPERIALISM. 

Their position as Rulers of Scotland is closely bound 
up with Scotland’s position as a unit in the British Im¬ 
perialist system. For Imperialism’s only real economic 
interest in Scotland is as a vast armament arsenal, an all- 
important producer of guns and bombs and battleships for 
British Imperialism. Two million people may starve in 
Scotland: ten million acres of Scottish hill pasture stand 
almost unused: fishing boats by the hundreds may rot in 
Scottish harbours and herring by the million be poured 
back into the sea. What matter? 

THE LITHGOW IMPERIALISM AXIS. 

The interests of Lithgow’s steel combine and of the 
British Government so closely coincide that they might be 
said, in modern political slang, to form a mutual benefit 
Axis. The steel combine magnates like being Big Bosses 
of Scotland’s heavy industries and reaping huge profits from 
Government rearmament orders. The Government in turn 
is only too pleased to pour out armament orders and ship¬ 
building subsidies to them if only they act as their iron 
hand key-men No. 1 for keeping Scotland and her vital 
armament industries ‘‘safe” and “sweet” for British Im¬ 
perialism and as their chief insurance against movements 
for Socialism and Self-Government in Scotland; very much 
as British Governments in the past have supported and 
pampered the Ruling Princes and landowners of India as 
an insurance against demands for Socialism and Self-Gov¬ 
ernment in India. 

The principle is as old as Machiavelli. “ You buy over 
enough of the natives and place them in a position of pomp 
and security to control the rest. They do the governing for 
you.” 

THE RISE OF LITHGOW. 

Lithgow’s rise to power dates from the collapse of the 
heavy industries after the last war. He alone in Scotland 
was shrewd enough to see that as long as great capitalisms 
like Britain, France, Germany, Italy, U.S.A. and Japan, 
went on competing for the privilege of exploiting the work¬ 
ing class of the world, Leagues of Nations were not worth 
the paper they were written on, and War and the need for 
armaments would go on. When all around him Scottish 
heavy industry bosses were busy selling out their shipyards 
and blast furnaces and retiring on their war profits to set 
up as English country gentlemen in Kent and Sussex, Lith- 
gow was buying up their works at knock-out prices as fast 
as they sold them. 
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NATIONAL SHIPBUILDERS’ SECURITY 
CORPORATION. 

“In Sir James Lithgow, the shipbuilders found a man 
strong enough and sufficiently determined to lead them to 
accept a plan for a rationalised industry as more likely to 
suit their interests than the hated nationalisation. So James 
Lithgow came to be the moving spirit behind National Ship¬ 
builders’ Security Ltd., the company which has bought and 
scrapped one-third of the British Shipbuilding industry. In 
some towns shipbuilding has been completely wiped out. 
Shipyards with an annual production capacity of over 
1,000,000 tons have been scrapped in an effort to safeguard 
the profits of the remaining firms.”—Ellen Wilkinson, M.P., 
in “The Town that was Murdered.” 

In this he was much helped by the British Government, 
which, thoroughly frightened by the Socialist Clydeside 
revolt in the Scottish armament works at the end of the 
Great War, was determined not to be so caught again but 
to concentrate the whole Scottish heavy industry under one 
iron hand ready for the next Rearmament. It organised the 
National Shipbuilders’ Security Corporation with Lithgow 
as chairman, which, backed with Bank of England national 
money, carried through a sweeping rationalisation of the 
whole shipbuilding industry of Scotland and England, 
shutting down yards right and left. 

FROM SHIPYARD TO A KINGDOM. 

The post-war heavy industry slump which at its begin¬ 
ning found Lithgow as one unit among twenty others in a 
single branch of the heavy industry, shipbuilding, at its end 
left him the unchallenged chief figure of all Scots heavy 
industry, ready and waiting to cash in on Rearmament. 

The bowler-hatted Glasgow shipyard man had become 
the uncrowned King of Scotland. 

THE COLVILLE COMBINE. 

“Sir James Lithgow is not a seeker of publicity. He 
has none of the modern urge for hitting the headlines. But 
he is to-day one of the most powerful figures of the indus¬ 
trial world. His firm, Lithgow’s of Port Glasgow, is among 
the largest shipbuilding companies in Great Britain. He is 
also chairman of three other large shipbuilding companies, 
Ayrshire Dockyard Co., Fairfield Shipbuilding Co., and 
David Rowan & Co. Not content with dominating the 
shipbuilding industry, he has more or less brought the iron 
and steel industry of Scotland under his control. He is a 
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director of Colvilles Ltd. With an issued capital of nearly 
£6,000,000, this company is the most important iron and 
steel firm in Scotland. Altogether Sir James is chairman of 
seven important companies and a director of seven others.” 
—Ellen Wilkinson, M.P., in “The Town that was Murdered.’' 

The diagram opposite page 46 shows the wide contacts 
and connections over the past few years (partly by direct 
ownership, partly through interlocking directorships) of 
Lithgow’s combine which centres round Colvilles Ltd., the 
huge Scottish steel firm, and is like a vertical trust covering 
the whole heavy industry process from raw material and 
power (coal, iron ore, pig-iron, electricity, gas) through 
manufacturing (blast furnaces, steel mills) to the finished 
article (shipbuilding yards, engineering shops), with a 
plentiful backing of finance (banks, insurance, investment 
trusts). The diagram is divided into four sections: Coal and 
Iron; Steel; Shipbuilding; and Finance. 

COAL, PIG-IKON AND RAW MATERIALS. 

In the Coal section there are six big companies: 


Capital. 

(1) Archibald Russell & Co., Ltd. 

(Owned by Colvilles Ltd.) 

(2) Nimmo & Dunlop, Ltd. £750,000 

(Owned by Colvilles Ltd.) 

(3) James Dunlop & Co., Ltd. £550,000 

(Owned by Nimmo & Dunlop Ltd.) 

(4) James Nimmo & Co., Ltd. £625,000 

(Owned by Nimmo & Dunlop Ltd.) 

(5) Fife Coal Co., Ltd. £1,642,206 

(6) Shotts Iron Co. Ltd. £659,000 


The dominating figure here was Sir Adam Nimmo, one 
of Scotland’s richest coal-masters, and till his death in 
autumn 1939 the chairman of 2, 4, 5 and 6, and director of 
3, who was one of the most important members of the Col¬ 
ville group’s Rulers of Scotland. 

Lithgow himself is on the board of 2 and 3. 

Other companies in this coal section or connected with 
it by directorships in the past few years are Polmaise 
Patent Fuel Co. and Carnlough Lime Co., both owned by 
Colvilles; Bent Colliery Co. of which Mr. H. C. C. Forrester 
is a director, as he is also of Lochgelly Iron & Coal 
Co. (itself an amalgamation of several firms) of which 
Fife Coal Co. appears to be the largest shareholder; 
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Cowdenbeath Coal Co., Lochore Coal Co., the Bonhill, 
Rosewell, Donibristle & Earl of Rosslyn’s Collieries all 

absorbed by Fife Coal Co. J ; Lothian Coal Co., of which Mr. 
J. A. Hood of Fife Coal Co. is a director as well as of Edin¬ 
burgh Collieries Co., of which the late Mr. R. T. Moore 
was chairman. Mr. Moore was also a director of James 
Dunlop & Co. and Bent Colliery Co., chairman of Niddrie & 
Benliar Colliery Co. and William Dixon & Co. (which for 
years has been trying to sell its surplus coke oven gas to 
Glasgow Corporation), director of Clyde Valley Electric 
Power Co. and its three subsidiaries (which supply elec¬ 
tricity to the Scottish heavy industry area) and vice-chair¬ 
man of the £1,628,984 Bairds and Dalmellington, Ltd., which 
is owned by the £1,857,625 William Baird & Co., which also 
owns Bairds Mining Co/s iron-ore mines in Francois Spain. 
Mr. R. L. Angus, one of Scotland’s richest coal-masters and 
certainly one of the Real Rulers of Scotland, is chairman of 
the last three Baird companies and a fellow-director with 
Sir James Lithgow of the Ayrshire Dockyard Co. Recently 
a merger was announced between William Baird & Co. and 
the £780,000 Scottish Iron & Steel Co., the only independent 
Scottish steel company still remaining outside the Colville 
group. 

In July, 1939, an agreement for exchange of products 
between Colvilles, Ltd., and Barrow Haematite Steel Co. 
was announced, by which Colvilles agreed to purchase a 
large part of Barrow Haematite’s output of pig-iron (of 
which Barrows are one of Britain’s largest producers), 
while Barrows are to shut down their entire steel produc¬ 
tion and Colvilles will manufacture all the steel formerly 
made at Barrow’s. This deal, involving over £6,000,000 of 
capital is of immense importance to Colvilles, as it increases 
still further their steel production while giving them con¬ 
trol of huge resources of cheap pig-iron, their steel works’ 
raw material. 

Incidentally, according to newspaper estimate, this 
deal will affect the livelihood of 1,000 men at the Barrow 
works. 

STEEL. 

In the Steel section the chief company is the £6,000,000 

Colvilles Ltd., who for some years have controlled over 90 
per cent. 1 of the steel production of Scotland. Its chairman 
and managing director, Mr. John Craig, is one of the most 
powerful Rulers of Scotland to-day. Other steel companies 
in the Colville group include:— 


3 J. L. W. in “Forward,” March 25th, 1939. 
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Capital. 

(1) Smith &McLean Ltd. 1 . £350,000 

(Owned by Colvilles Ltd.) 

Chairman—John Craig. 

(2) Steel Co. of Scotland 1 . £500,000 

(Owned by Colvilles Ltd.) 

Chairman—Sir James Lithgow. * 

(3) Lanarkshire Steel Co. 1 . £450,000 

(Owned by Colvilles Ltd.) 

Chairman—John Craig. 

(4) Beardmores Ltd. 1 . £1,900,000 


Chairman—Sir James Lithgow. 

Smith & McLean have four works in which they make 
light steel sheets, galvanising, etc., 1 and also own the Galvan¬ 
ised Steel Co. of Govan. The Steel Co. of Scotland owns 
Govan Shafting & Engineering Co. Beardmores Ltd. of 
Parkhead, the greatest forge-masters and armour-plate 
manufacturers in Scotland, who sold £68,000,000 worth of 
armaments during the Great War and at the armistice time 
employed 42,000 people, 1 own nine subsidiary companies in¬ 
cluding the £500,000 Alley & McLellan Ltd. of Polmadie, 
Glasgow, and a half share in Glasgow Iron & Steel Co. 1 (half 
owned by Swan Hunter Wigliam Ilichardson, shipbuilders, 
who also own Barclay Curie & Co., shipbuilders, and John G. 
Kincaid & Co., marine engineers). Mr. Reincke of Beard¬ 
mores is also chairman of the £300,000 Triumph Motor Co. 
and of Motherwell Brick Co. Ltd. Lanarkshire Steel Co. has 
an important contact with the £800,000 Sir William Arrol & 
Co., engineers, bridge-builders, and crane-makers of Dalmar- 
nock and Parkhead through Mr. Cuningham, a director of 
both companies. Mr. John Craig of Colvilles is also a direc¬ 
tor of the British Iron & Steel Corporation and Burmeister & 
Wain Diesel Co. 

Colvilles Ltd. also own Clyde Alloy Steel Co., Colville 
Constructional Co., Motherwell Machinery & Scrap, and 
Fullwood Foundry Co. 1 It also has a valuable long-term con¬ 
tract to supply all pipe-making requirements to the 
mammoth £7,370,275 Stewart & Lloyds Ltd. (the firm 
which a few years ago closed down many of its works in 
Scotland and departed to the English Midlands, causing 
grave unemployment in towns like Bellsliill, near Glasgow, 
which depended on them for most of their livelihood). 
Stewart & Lloyds in turn is closely linked with the 
£4,068,177 Tube Investments Ltd., of which Mr. Arthur 


1 “Scottish Industry To-day,” by C. A. Oakley. 
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Chamberlain, the Prime Minister’s cousin, is chairman; while 
on July 19th, 1939, the “Daily Express” announced, “ Stewart 
& Lloyds and Stanton Ironworks, Britain’s leading manu¬ 
facturers of iron and steel tubes and pipes of all descriptions, 
whose combined issued share and loan capital exceeds 
£14,700,000, are to amalgamate.” 

In August, 1939, the £16,000,000 capital Richard Thomas 
& Co., the giant steel and tinplate manufacturers of South 
Wales, which owing to difficulties in financing its huge new 
plant extensions at Ebbw Vale had come under control oi 
the Bank of England and its chairman, Montagu Norman, 
and a board comprising several steel magnates from rival 
firms, announced a reshuffle of directors and the appointment 
of Sir James Lithgow to be a director of Richard Thomas & 
Co. Thus Lithgow, in addition to his own near-monopoly of 
Scottish steel production has now secured directorship of a 
firm controlling “ 10 per cent, of the total steel ingot capacity 
of Great Britain.” 1 

SHIPBUILDING. 

In the Shipbuilding section, Sir James Lithgow, Scot¬ 
land’s No. 1 shipbuilder, is chairman of:— 

(1) Lithgow’s Ltd. of Port-Glasgow. 2 

(2) The £500,000 Fairfield Shipbuilding & Engineering 
Co. Ltd. of Govan (profits up from £131,000 in 1937 
to £171,000 in 1938). 

(3) National Shipbuilders’ Security Corporation (whose 
directors include among other important contacts, 
Sir Charles Craven of the £14,500,000 Vickers Ltd. 
and 10 other armament firms, one of the most power¬ 
ful armament kings in the world), which owns 

(4) The £750,000 Armstrong Whitworth Shipbuilders 
Ltd 

Lithgow is also a co-director of the Ayrshire Dockyard 
Co. with R. L. Angus of Bairds, and chairman of William 
Hamilton Ltd., shipbuilders of Port-Glasgow, and David 
Rowan Ltd., one of the most important marine engineer 
and boiler-maker firms on Clydeside. 

In addition, Colvilles Ltd. have contracts to supply Lith¬ 
gow’s Ltd. and the £10,000,000 giant Harland & Wolff Ltd., 
of Belfast and Govan, and their associated companies with 
all their shipbuilding steel requirements—good business in 
rearmament years—while Sir Stephen Pigott, managing 


1 “Investors’ Chronicle,” 16tli September, 1939. 

2 “Scottish Industry To-day,” by C. A. Oakley. 
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director of John Brown & Co., Clydebank, recently revealed 
that his firm, perhaps the most powerful and famous ship¬ 
building firm in the world, “ invariably depended on Colvilles 
to supply its needs.” 1 The very presence of John Brown’s 
managing director at the Colville annual meeting to propose 
the vote of thanks to John Craig, Colvilles’ managing direc¬ 
tor, shows the close connection between the two firms. 

John Craig- is also a director of Harland & Wolff and two 
of its subsidiaries and also of Ardrossan Harbour Co., a sub¬ 
sidiary of the £5,175,000 Coast Lines Ltd., the huge shipping 
combine which part owns David McBraynes Ltd. and con¬ 
trols the greater part of Scottish coastal shipping, a most 
valuable contact for Colvilles Ltd. and its shipbuilding 
connections. Mr. F. E. Itebbeck, chairman and managing 
director of Ilarland & Wolff, is also a director of Colvilles 
Ltd. and of National Shipbuilders’ Security Corporation. 

The other companies in this Shipping section have each 
a director of a Colville-controlled company on their boards; 
for example, Yarrow & Co. of Scotstoun have as their chair¬ 
man Sir Harold Yarrow, Bt., of Steel Co. of Scotland; 
Alexander Stephen & Sons, Linthouse, chairman, A. M. 
Stephen of Steel Co. of Scotland, etc. 

FINANCE. 

In the Finance section, each of the Banks, Investment 
Irust, Insurance Companies, etc., shown has as chairman or 
director a member of one of the Colville-owned companies 
or connected companies. With these widespread contacts 
the Lithgow-Colville group should surely never lack plentiful 
finance for any new enterprise they wish to undertake. The 
most numerous finance contacts come through Sir Steven 
Bilsland, who is director of three industrial finance com¬ 
panies including Credit for Industry, a subsidiary of the large 
£1,000,000 hire-purchase financiers, United Dominions Trust; 
of four investment trusts, of the £11,400,000 fund Scottish 
Amicable Life Assurance Society, one of Scotland’s largest 
insurance companies; and chairman of the £31,000,000 deposit 
Union Bank of Scotland. 

HUGE REARMAMENT PROFITS. 

Since rearmament began, the price of steel from Lith- 
gow’s and other armament works has risen very considerably. 
But the Government has neither tried to nationalise the 
armament industry nor to beat down steel prices, but has 
continued to pour out armament orders to Lithgow’s Clyde- 


1 Speech at Colvilles’ Annual Meeting, April 27th, 1939. 
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side yards and shops every year, with the result that Col- 
villes’ profits have risen from £2,982 in 1932, 1 to £1,048,601 in 
1938, J Beardmores’ profits from £145,000 in 1937 to £296,000 
in 1938 (one year!); :i Fairfields’ from £131,729 in 1937 to 
£171,570 in 1938, Harland & Wolff’s from £14,000 in 1937 to 
£614,000 in 1938!—an increase of 4,385 per cent, in one year! 
—and the day after the Government ordered 120,000 tons of 
corrugated steel sheets for A.R.P. backyard shelters, Smith 
& McLeans, another Colville subsidiary, were announced as 
receiving a substantial part of the order sufficient to keep 
them busy for three months. 4 

And if they reap those profits in peace-time, will they 
not reap still larger profits now war (which the Government 
tells us may last at least three years) has started? 

SUBSIDY FOR SHIPBUILDERS. 

“ There is a large body which appears to expect every¬ 
thing from the State but is prepared to give nothing in 
return.”—Sir James Lithgow—Speech, 19-4-39. 

(Query.—Could Sir James have been coyly referring to 
the shipbuilders here?) 

Again, when in early 1939 the Scottish steel combine’s 
high prices had practically killed commercial shipbuilding 
on the Clyde, British shipowners were being forced willy- 
nilly to get their ships built abroad, and after the ships then 
building were launched no other orders were forthcoming 
to fill the empty berths, the Government took no steps to 
beat down these steel prices, but gave a huge subsidy of 
£500,000 a year for five years to British shipowners wanting 
to build ships 5 (£10,000,000 in loans and £2,500,000 in grants) 
—so that Lithgow and other British shipbuilders might still 
have their orders for their yards. Within a fortnight the 
newspapers were announcing that Lithgows Ltd. had re¬ 
ceived orders for 48,000 tons of shipping, their associates, 
Alexander Stephen & Sons 9,000 tons and Harland & Wolff 
a large tug for Sweden, Swan Hunter Wigham Richardson 
(who share control of Glasgow Iron & Steel Co. with Beard- 
more’s) 9,200 tons, their subsidiary Barclay Curie & Co. 
9,000 tons, another Lithgow company, David Rowan & Co., 
got orders for engines for two Lithgow cargo liners and for 

1 Extract from Prospectus of 2nd March. 1936: Profits of Colvilles and subsidiaries 

after deducting proportion of profits appropriate to shares in subsidiaries not 

acquired by Colvilles at this date. 

2 Includes £129,005 dividends from subsidiary companies. 

3 On October 4th. 1939, Beardmores announced their first interim dividend since 

the last war! Times are good. 

4 “Daily Express,” 10th January, 1939. 

5 Statement by President of the Board of Trade in House of Commons. March 28th, 

1939. confirmed by British Shipping (Assistance! Bill of July 13th, 1939. 
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two 9,000-ton cargo liners from Blythswood Shipping Co.; 
while a fresh £2,500,000 order for six destroyers from Clyde¬ 
side yards was announced as an extra titbit! Not bad for a 
fortnight! 

VITAL SCOTTISH HOUSING AND ROAD 
BRIDGES HELD UP. 

“ The failure of employment to recover more encourag¬ 
ingly on Clydeside is partly due to the fact that defence 
schemes are being carried out at the expense of housing 
schemes.”—Douglas Jay in “Daily Herald,” 2-6-39. 

Nor is it only commercial shipbuilding which these high 
steel prices have affected. The structural steel for vitally 
important Scottish housing schemes and slum clearance and 
the steel for transport developments—Scotland is in many 
ways very undeveloped and crying out for transport develop¬ 
ment—the steel for the Forth Road Bridge and the Tay Road 
Bridge, for instance—even before the war all this was held 
up and put off indefinitely because steel had become so fan¬ 
tastically expensive. 

GOVERNMENT OFFICIALLY RECOGNISES 
THE LITHGOW REGIME. 

And as a final mark of its love for Lithgow, the Govern¬ 
ment in 1936, through the Secretary of State, officially recog¬ 
nised his Scottish Economic Committee as the authoritative 
body to guide Scotland's economic destinies—approved it, in 
fact, as a non- democratic big business regime for Scotland. 

SIR STEVEN BILSLAND’S IDEAS ON 
TRADE UNIONS. 

Chairman of this Scottish Economic Committee is one 
of Lithgow’s chief colleagues, Sir Steven Bilsland, the bank¬ 
ing son of a baking father (Bilsland’s Bakeries) and director 
of Colville’s Ltd., who is doubly connected with the steel 
group through having married a Colville, one of the Scottish 
Royal Steel Family, while Col. John Colville, present Secre¬ 
tary of State and ex-director of Colvilles, returned the 
compliment by marrying Bilsland’s sister. 

As chairman of the Union Bank, Bilsland came into the 
news when he and his colleagues in bank management (in 
common with other Scottish banks) showed reluctance to 
recognise the Scottish Bankers’ Association in a trade dispute 
and thus to grant its employees rights of collective bargain¬ 
ing long enjoyed in almost every other trade; culminating 
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in the “ black-coated ” bank employees’ association taking 
the unprecedented step of joining the Scottish T.U.C., the 
“proletarian” workers’ organisation. 

SIR JAMES LITHGOW ON THE WORKERS. 

“ Sir James Lithgow visualised a judicious pruning, in 
the interests of industry, of social services which had out¬ 
stripped the bounds of healthy growth.” 

—International Engineering Congress, Glasgow, 21-6-38. 

Lithgow’s ideas about the workers seem to be somewhat 
similar. Ellen Wilkinson, M.P., in her book about Jarrow, 
“ The Town that was Murdered,” describes him thus:— 

“ James Lithgow is as typical a capitalist of the British 
decline as was the optimistic Charlie Palmer (of Jarrow) of 
its ascending period. He prides himself on bein^ a realist. 
Lithgow stands for capitalism, and for the maintenance of 
private profit-making, with no apology for the results. To 
him the man who can make profit is the only factor really 
worth considering in national life. ‘ Healthy growth and de¬ 
velopment can only follow the maintenance of an adequate 
profit standard ’ is a typical quotation from one of his 
speeches. The economic ideas of this very powerful British 
industrialist are an indication of how the outlook on life 
that we have come to call “ Fascist ” works in the higher 
ranks of British Big Business. 

“ He dislikes regulation by Government departments 
which ‘ regard industry as a suitable field for the exercise 
of their inspectorates who on various pretexts added to the 
cost of production ’—presumably by demanding fencing of 
machinery, ventilation, and other provisions of the Factory 
Acts. He adds: ‘ It ought to be clear that no nation can 
stand a sudden sprouting even of social amelioration with¬ 
out demoralising influences setting in to destroy the healthy 
growth which has taken place.’ 

“He asks, ‘Are we getting value for the vast sums pro¬ 
vided from the fruits of industry for the universal educa¬ 
tion of our people? Some considerations should be given 
to the question whether industry can provide suitable jobs 
for the great majority of those to whom higher education 
is given at great cost.’ 

“Sir James suggests that ‘the true solution is to return 
to something nearer the standard which we set ourselves, on 
which we were a contented people in 1901’; otherwise ‘we 
must wait for the time when the real productive capacity 
of our people may by gradual growth catch up with social 
standards which have for the present outstripped the inter¬ 
national value of those who enjoy them.’ 
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“It would be difficult to think of a neater way of ex¬ 
pressing the demand for a return to the coolie standard for 
British Labour. And with no unemployment allowances, 
of course. For, asks Sir James, ‘who can truly assert that 
the various forms of payment of allowances during unem¬ 
ployment have had the effect of bringing back into em¬ 
ployment many of the recipients so much fitter and happier 
than was customary when such allowances were not so 
general and uncontrolled.’ 

“These remarks cannot be dismissed as the : typicai non¬ 
sense of an industrial Bourbon.’ The quotations are taken 
from an address by Sir James Lithgow to the International 
Engineering Congress of 1938, when he launched his public 
campaign for a subsidy to the shipping industry. That 
campaign he has won, as he won the more difficult struggle 
to cut down the shipbuilding capacity of his country, con¬ 
tinuing the closures even in the face of a growing war 
danger.” 

THE TRAGIC MIRAGE OF NEW LIGHT INDUSTRIES. 

The whole story of these Development Councils and 
Economic Committees sponsored by Lithgow and Bilsland 
with the avowed idea of starting new light industries and 
new employment in Scotland would be farcical if it were 
not so tragic. 

The Scottish Development Council was set up by Lith¬ 
gow and other magnates as a result of the 1931 slump and 
terrible unemployment in Scotland and in response to the 
insistent demand in Scotland for new light industries to 
offset the over-concentration on the heavy industries. Since 
Lithgow was himself, as Scotland’s biggest heavy industry 
boss, at least partly responsible for this over-concentration, 
it was, to say the least, a little ingenuous on the part of the 
Scottish public to expect him to reverse his policy and undo 
all the work of building up his steel monopoly on which 
he had spent the past 10 years! 

So far from the Development Council creating new 
industries and new employment, year after year Scottish 
unemployment grew graver from 26 per cent, worse than 
English in 1932 to 101 per cent, worse in February 1937, 
and yearly more Scots factories were shut than opened. In 

1932 20 new Scots factories were opened and 36 closed, in 

1933 14 were opened and 29 closed, in 1934-35 38 opened and 
58 closed. 1 


1 Board of Trade Surveys. 
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In face of this failure, Lithgow and the other sponsors 
are much to blame that they did not shut down this un¬ 
successful Development Council and stop pretending that 
they could start new light industries on a large scale. In¬ 
stead, th£y branched out into a string of new ventures such 
as the Scottish Economic Committee, the Special Areas 
Reconstruction Association, the Glasgow Empire Exhibi¬ 
tion, and the Ilillington Industrial Estate, all promising new 
industries, new employment. 

The net effect has been to set up a dazzling mirage of 
new industries and employment which for eight years has 
kept the Scottish public a nation of Micawbers waiting 
hopefully, ever hopefully for those miraculous new indus¬ 
tries to turn up. 

THE MIRAGE FADES AWAY. 

And what has happened? 

According to an official answer given on November 4th, 
1937, in the House of Commons, the following new factories 
were opened in Great Britain and the Distressed Areas of 
Scotland (the area of Litligow’s sway) in recent years: 

1933 1934 1935 1936 

Great Britain. 467 520 514 551 

Distressed Areas of Scotland 3 5 2 6 

How successful Lithgow has been in getting new fac¬ 
tories started! 

Lord Nigel Douglas Hamilton, Special Areas Com¬ 
missioner in Scotland, speaking to Edinburgh Chamber of 
Commerce on April 3rd, 1939, said, “The opportunity for 
employment during the last 15 years has increased in mid- 
Scotland by under 10 per cent, compared with nearly 50 
per cent, in London and the home counties. There is noth¬ 
ing in Scotland to compare with the 200 per cent, increase 
in electrical trades in Birmingham, the 150 per cent, in¬ 
crease in general engineering in Coventry or the 400 per 
cent, increase in motor vehicles and aircraft in South¬ 
ampton.” 

THE LEOPARD DOES NOT CHANGE ITS SPOTS. 

And the only instance the writer can trace in the last 
year or two of Lithgow himself starting a “new” industry 
was when he took a share in starting Scottish Aircraft 
Components, Ltd., a company for developing aircraft con¬ 
tracts for steel and engineering firms—simply an offshoot 
of his own heavy industries! The leopard does not change 
his spots! 
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HILLINGTON. 

As for Hillington, there were in June, 1939, only 2,000 
people 1 employed there (mostly women and juveniles, not 
under Trade Union conditions, and many of the “new” 
firms there are merely old firms transferred out of central 
Glasgow)—2,000 “newly” employed against 200,000 then still 
unemployed in Scotland! 

ROLLS ROYCE—A FUTURE ROSYTH? 

In fact, the development of the Hillington estate by 
new private enterprise in light industries has lagged behind 
so lamely that finally the Government has come to the 
rescue and taken over half the remaining area for a new 
Rolls Royce aero-engine factory. This will merely be a 
further huge extension of Clydeside’s already very over¬ 
developed heavy armament industries, the very opposite of 
the light industries which Hillington was supposedly 
founded to attract. The Government is to spend £5,000,000 
of the taxpayers’ money in building this factory and will 
then hand it over to Rolls Royce, Ltd., to make large pri¬ 
vate profits in (as though Rolls Royce, payers of multi¬ 
dividends for many years past, couldn’t afford to build a 
factory for themselves!). And when the armament boom 
collapses, this factory being in Scotland and far away from 
London will doubtless be the first to be shut down, just as 
Rosyth dockyard was closed down after the last war while 
the English dockyards were kept open. 

And what could not that £5,000,000 do in developing 
Scotland’s Highland hydro-electric and food-producing 
riches? But no. There is little Government money for the 
building of LIFE in Scotland but much for DEATH. 

SHIELDHALL versus HILLINGTON. 

Compare this miserable failure of Capitalism to estab¬ 
lish new light industries in Scotland with the fine record of 
the Scottish workers’ own manufacturing organisation, the 
Scottish Co-operative Wholesale Society, which has built 
up Scotland’s only large unified group of domestic manu¬ 
facturing industries to-day at Shieldhall, where 8,000 workers 
are employed and goods to the value of £3,000,000 a year 
are produced. The S.C.W.S. which is one of the largest 
employers of industrial labour in Scotland employs 14,500 
persons in all, and the total goods produced in S.C.W.S. 
factories and mills all over Scotland are to the value of 
£7,000,000 a year. And this epic of constructive patriotism, 
Shieldhall, has been built up in the teeth of bitter Capitalist 


1 Statement by Sir S. Bilsland. “Scotsman,” June 13th, 1939. 
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opposition, with Capitalism making the conditions as diffi¬ 
cult as possible, whereas Hillington has had its way deli¬ 
cately smoothed for it by Capitalism in power, big rate 
reductions for private enterprise wishing to start there at 
the rate-payers’ expense, big Government loans, factories 
built while you wait, gas, electricity, water laid on free 
of charge—and a visit from Royalty (personally conducted 
by Sir Steven Bilsland)! And yet it only employs 2,000. 

The Scottish public can judge where success in build¬ 
ing up light industries in Scotland lies—with Bilsland, 
Lithgow and the Scottish Development Council or with 
Beaton and the S.C.W.S.? 

LITHGOW RESIGNS. 

All in all, this Development Council Big Business plan¬ 
ning idea of Lithgow’s can be written down a failure. And 
in May 1939 Lithgow resigned the chairmanship of the 
Scottish Development Council. Doubtless, as head of Scot¬ 
tish armament industries in this war, he will now have more 
important things to see to than light industries. 

CAPITALISM OVER THE LOWLANDS. 

“The dependence of Clydeside on armament work is 
alarming. The resulting trade expansion seems more pre¬ 
carious, because more completely dependent on the arma¬ 
ment boom, than that in any other part of the British Isles. 
And unemployment remains high, despite the armament 
activity. There are still 95,000 unemployed on Clydeside: 
in Glasgow 5,000 more are out of work than two years ago.” 
—Douglas Jay in “Daily Herald,” 2nd July, 1939. 

So much for what steel capitalism has done to the Low¬ 
lands. They have taken its heavy industries which should 
be used for housing, slum clearance, road making, bridge 
building, and the uses of LIFE and twisted them into a 
huge armament arsenal for DEATH. As their employees 
most of the Scottish population live in the narrow Low¬ 
land industrial area in overcrowded conditions 600 per cent, 
worse than anything comparable in England. Nearly a 
third of the whole Scottish population to-day lives in over¬ 
crowded slum conditions more than 2 to a room. 1 When 
they cry out for HOUSES, they are ordered to build more 
BATTLESHIPS. The working conditions in armament in¬ 
dustries are horribly dangerous. On an average every in¬ 
sured male worker in Scotland is incapacitated by indus¬ 
trial accidents and injury for more than a day and a half 
a year. 2 


1 Ministry of Health figures. 

2 Royal Commission on Workmen’s Compensation, 27tli April, 1939. 
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2,000,000 people out of the 4,840,000 Scots population 
are officially stated to be suffering from malnutrition, that 
is, are half starved and deprived of the proper food to give 
a healthy life. Dr. McGonigle, M.O.Ii. for Stockton-on-Tees, 
tells us that “on the whole the working-class woman buys 
food to the limit of her purse. Insufficient purchasing 
power, and not ignorance of food values, is the dominant 
cause in the production of malnutrition. The greatest single 
cause of defective nutrition is poverty,” i.e. the wages the 
Scottish workers receive. According to the famous nutri¬ 
tion expert, Sir John Orr, “ the poorest 25 per cent, of the 
German nation is to-day better fed and housed than the 
poorest 25 per cent, of the Scottish nation.” When they cry 
out for FOOD, they are ordered to produce more BOMBS. 
Through over-concentration on the heavy industries (which 
can never employ all Scotland’s available workers) and 
neglect of other industries, for years between 225,000 and 
300,000 Scottish insured workers have been permanently 
unemployed. When they cry out for WORK, the Govern¬ 
ment CONSCRIPTS them as cannon fodder or else ships 
them off as EMIGRANTS abroad like cattle to the highest 
bidder in the Empire market. Over a million were shipped 
off last century: 392,000 between 1921 and 1931 alone. 1 

Do these Steel Kings never fear a day of reckoning? 

CAPITALISM OVER THE HIGHLANDS. 

And what has Capitalism, their economic creed and 
Bible, done to the Highlands? It has utterly failed to 
develop them and their great potential resources of agri¬ 
culture, fishing, and light industries based on hydro-electric 
power. It has allowed those employed in Scottish agricul¬ 
ture to fall from 136,898 in 1921 to 104,340 in 1938, 2 Scottish 
tilled area to fall from 1,832,000 acres in 1911 to 1,535,000 
acres in 1932, 1 it has allowed the pest of bracken to encroach 
on 2,000,000 acres of land in Scotland, 1 3 4 5 and deer forests to 
go on increasing and sterilising good hill pasture till they 
now occupy a fifth of the whole area of Scotland. It has 
allowed those employed in Scottish fishing to fall from 
86,000 in 1913 to 60,000 in 1935," the Scottish herring fleet 
to go on disappearing at the rate of 1 boat every 10 days, 
the value of the fishing fleet to fall by £68,000 per annum, 6 
the catch to be more and more restricted and millions of 
Herrings to be thrown back into the sea—and all this while 
2,000,000 people are half-starving in Scotland. 

1 Whitaker's Almanack. 

2 Clydesdale Bank 1939 Survey. 

3 Scottish National Development Council—Agriculture Committee’s Report. 

4 Professor W. G. R. Paterson, Principal of West of Scotland Agricultural College. 

July, 1939. 

5 Ministry of Labour figures. 

6 Tom Johnston, House of Commons, 22nd July, 1937. 
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And when it does develop Highland hydro-electric power 
for new industries, it insists on harnessing it to totally un¬ 
suitable heavy industries like aluminium and carbide pro¬ 
duction which give infinitesimal employment in return for 
the huge capital and power involved and are simply exten¬ 
sions of its existing armament industries of the Lowlands. 
(Aluminium for war-planes and carbide for explosives are 
both armament industries). 

A HIGHLAND DICTATOR. 

And what do Scotland’s Big Business Planners propose 
for the Highlands and its working people, the crofters and 
fishermen? The Report of the Highland Committee of the 
Scottish Economic Committee tells us that. It proposes the 
appointment of a single Development Commissioner for the 
Highlands, a kind of Highland Dictator with sweeping 
powers of administration and of regimenting labour and in¬ 
dustry—simply a replica, in fact, of the Big Business Plan¬ 
ning Committee in the Lowlands. (The landlord-ridden tone 
of this Report is not surprising since the Committee seems 
to have been composed of landlord nominees except for .loe 
Duncan of the Scottish Farm Servants’ Union, who resigned 
on finding himself in such anti-working-class company and 
was replaced by Col. Hon. Evan Baillie of Dochfour, son of 
the beer millionairess, Baroness Burton, and one of the 
largest landowners in the Highlands!) 

CROFTERS’ UNIONS REPUDIATE DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSIONER PROPOSAL. 

Very properly the Mallaig Conference of the Crofters’ 
Unions, representing the working folk of the Highlands, 
flatly repudiated the proposal for a single Development Com¬ 
missioner to lord it over them, and proposed that, if there 
was to be a Development Commission appointed at all, there 
should be at least 50 per cent, equal representation for the 
Crofters’ Union and Highland workers on such a body. 

GOVERNMENT’S £65,000 INSULT TO THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

As it turned out, the Economic Committee might have 
spared itself the pains of producing this elaborate report and 
its silly suggestions. For the Government turned down the 
Highland Commissioner idea, and after months of delay all, 
in effect, the Secretary of State could promise the Highland 
people' was a further £65,000 a year grant for five years; 


1 House of Commons, August 1st, 1939. 
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a proposal so ludicrously inadequate that even that pillar 
of capitalism, the “ Daily Express/' was moved to exclaim: 1 
“ Which is the worst distressed area in Britain? The High¬ 
lands of Scotland. One man in four is out of work. In 
Ross and Cromarty half the insured population are unem¬ 
ployed. And what do the Government do to help the High¬ 
lands? They grant £65,000. About one per cent, of the 
money lent to foreign countries. And who is Member of 
Parliament for Ross and Cromarty? Mr. Malcolm Mac¬ 
Donald. What a pity that he does not pay more visits to his 
constituency, instead of going to Geneva to argue about 
Palestine.” 

Obviously, capitalism doesn't want the Highlands 
developed. 

THE HEALTH AND WEALTH OF THE HIGHLANDS, 
THE HOPE OF SCOTLAND. 

Why does capitalism not want the wealth of the High¬ 
lands developed? 

There are 10,000,000 acres of hill pasture in Scotland 

under 1,500 feet in height and therefore usable for stock- 
raising; most of this is in the Highlands. 3,000,000 acres of 
this is in the deer forests and so at present almost entirely 
barren and unproductive. Another 7,000,000 acres lacks 
scientific improvement and has been allowed to “go back” 
so badly that it only carries half the stock it might. These 
10,000,000 acres it properly improved by the Stapledon 
scientific grassland technique could supply all the beef and 
mutton the Scottish population requires/could wipe out com¬ 
pletely the food deficiency of 2,000,000 people in Scotland now 
suffering from malnutrition, and provide new employment 
for around 100,000 people in healthy surroundings. 

If the domestic marketing arrangements for the Scot¬ 
tish herring fishing industry were properly developed to 
supply the enormous need for good food of the Scottish popu¬ 
lation, the employment given by the herring industry alone 
might well be double the 60,000 persons now employed: and 
the same is true of the white fish industry and other fishing 
activities. 

And there is the enormous light industry production and 
employment possible if Highland hydro-electric power was 

properly developed. 

This health and wealth of the Highlands is the great 
economic hope of every one of us in Scotland. 

Why is capitalism so anxious not to develop it? 


1 August 2nd, 1939. 
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The answer is very simple: the vested interests oi 
capitalism forbid it, the vested interests of agriculture and 
light industries outside Scotland, and the vested interests ol 
the electricity bosses, transport bosses, landlord bosses who 
have monopoly control of these great economic resources in 
Scotland. 

CAPITALISM HATES INDUSTRIES OWNED 
BY THE WORKERS. 

The Scottish Crofters' Agriculture and the Scottish 
Fishermen's Herring Fishing Industry are the only two in¬ 
dustries in Great Britain besides the Co-op. which are 
workers’ industries, which belong to the workers themselves 
who work in these industries. As such, they, like the Co-op., 
are the object of active dislike by the present rulihg class, 
and for the same reasons. For if the Co-op. flourishes, the 
investing class get no dividends from it because they have no 
investment in it, so they have no incentive to make it flourish. 
And if the Co-op. flourishes, it actively competes with their 
ruling class-owned factories and shops and very seriously 
rivals and damages them. Therefore, they ceaselessly attack 
and try to suppress the Co-op. Similarly, the investing class 
have no incentive to make the Scottish Crofters' Agriculture 
and the Scottish Herring Fishing Industry flourish, because 
if they did they would get no dividends from them for they 
have no investment in them. And if Scottish food production 
on land and sea were really to flourish and be greatly in¬ 
creased, it would not only supply the enormous deficiency in 
food from which the Scottish population is at present suffer¬ 
ing but it could easily supply all the mutton and beef and 
the bulk of all the other food (except wheat) at present im¬ 
ported into Scotland from overseas, which would hit the 
investing class very seriously, for they have huge investments 
in overseas agriculture in Australia, New Zealand and the 
Argentine (£500,000,000 in Australia, £160,000,000 in New 
Zealand, £720,000,000 in the Argentine). Broadly speaking, 
the huge annual dividends on these debts can only be paid 
by these countries in the only u currency ” they have avail¬ 
able, imported food, largely beef and mutton, ilie very pro¬ 
ducts Scottish hill pastures could produce. Therefore, quite 
naturally from their point of view, the present investing 
class will ceaselessly and furiously attack any attempt 
greatly to increase Scottish food production. 

THE GOVERNMENT'S ATTITUDE TO HIGHLAND 
HILL PASTURE STOCK-RAISING. 

The Government's attitude to any possibility of scientifi¬ 
cally improving those millions of acres of Highland hill 
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pasture now sterilised in deer forests and using them for 
greatly increased cattle and sheep-raising is summed up for 
all time in the remark of Lord Zetland, member of the 
present Government and owner of a huge Highland deer 
forest, Letterewe, in Ross-shire, in the House of Lords (March 
7th, 1939): “It would be absurd to contemplate any large 
change in the character of the deer forests of Scotland from 
deer forest land to agricultural land.” 

So long as capitalism rules Scotland, the hill pastures of 
the Highlands will never be used to grow food for the Scot¬ 
tish population. 

VESTED INTERESTS OF LIGHT INDUSTRIES 
OUTSIDE SCOTLAND. 

And the same with Light industries. Examination of the 
Ministry of Labour’s employment production figures in 15 
representative light industries (clothing, furniture, pots and 
pans, electrical, etc.) shows that (taking the Scottish popu¬ 
lation as roughly a ninth of the whole population of Great 
Britain) Scotland’s share of employment in these 15 indus¬ 
tries should roughly be 130,000 persons. In actual fact, only 
43,000 Scots, less than a third of that 130,000, are employed 
in these 15 light industries; which is tantamount to saying 
that less than a third of the ordinary domestic goods the 
Scots population uses daily in its houses are made in Scot¬ 
land by Scottish workers. Then where are they made? 
Mostly in factories in and around London and in the English 
Midlands in which the present investing class have first- 
class investments and draw excellent dividends. 

Now if Scottish light industries in the Highlands based 
on Highland hydro-electric power were to make those 
domestic goods at present made in the investing class’s exist¬ 
ing factories outwith Scotland and all that plenty of goods 
of which the present Scots population has even bigger de¬ 
ficiency than of food, the capitalist class’s existing invest¬ 
ments and dividends would be very seriously hit. So, natur¬ 
ally, the present regime with its vested interests to consider 
will take every step in its power to stop Scottish light indus¬ 
tries and Scottish food production from flourishing. 

ONLY SOCIALISM CAN DEVELOP THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

Only under Socialism, which will wipe out these over¬ 
seas debts and so the necessity for huge food imports and 

will more sensibly have the bulk of Scotland’s food grown 
in Scotland by Scottish labour and caught in Scottish waters 
by Scottish fishermen, can there be any real hope of Scottish 
agriculture and Scottish fishing flourishing. And only Social¬ 
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ism, under which those English light industry factories will 
be far too busy pouring out goods for the huge English popu¬ 
lation’s needs to send any surplus to the Scottish market, can 
set up Scottish light industries to supply the Scottish popula¬ 
tion’s needs on a really big scale. 

SCOTTISH ELECTRICITY, TRANSPORT AND LANDED 
VESTED INTERESTS HOLD UP DEVELOPMENT. 

There are other great vested interests in Scotland. 

They are the Electricity Lords, the Transport Lords, and 
the Land Lords. 

THE ELECTRICITY LORDS. 

According to a recent expert survey, 1 there are about 

736,000 kilowatts of potential hydro-electric power in the 
Highlands (that is excluding the units of 3,000 k.w. and 
under, though these are, of course, very well worth develop¬ 
ing for local uses). Considering the unsuitable use which 
has been made of the power already developed, we may well 
think it lucky that three-quarters of Highland hydro-electric 
power is still undeveloped and still waiting for a Socialist 
Scotland to develop properly in the interests not of the Scot¬ 
tish electricity magnates but of the Scottish working people. 

GEORGE BALFOUR—SCOTLAND’S HYDRO-ELECTRIC 

KING. 

Of the 172,000 k.w. of power already developed, 82,000 
k.w. of it at the Rannoch-Tummel Grampian Scheme in 
North Perthshire 2 has been handed over by Acts of Parlia¬ 
ment to companies controlled by Mr. George Balfour, M.P. 
(for Hampstead!), Scotland’s hydro-electric king, which are 
“authorised in perpetuity to supply electricity to 12,000 
square miles of Scotland,an area stretching from Berwick 
in the South to Sutherland in the North, 4 and have practi¬ 
cally a monopoly of distributing light and power in 22 
counties out of Scotland’s total 33 counties. 5 That gives some 
idea of the monopoly the companies under this man’s control 
have secured. 

They make money out of Scotland’s vital electricity 
needs in two ways, by contracting through the engineering 
firm, Balfour Beatty & Co., for the huge dams, tunnelling, 
and pipe-laying necessary for hydro-electric schemes, and 
through the electricity distribution companies which sell 

1 Scottish Economic Committee's Highlands Report. Section 13 and Appendix VIII 

2 Scottish Power Co. Prospectus, May, 1937. 

3 Scottish Power Co. Prospectus. May, 1937. 

4 Ditto. 

5 Except in certain burghs where consent of local authorities is required. 
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light and power to the Scottish public. Chief of these com¬ 
panies is the £7,500,000 Scottish Power Co., operating 17 
generating stations 1 and owning all the shares and deben¬ 
tures of 15 other Scottish electricity concerns." Of these the 
most important is the £4,250,000 Grampian Electricity 
Supply Co. owning the Rannoch and Tummel hydro-electric 
stations which produce the juice very cheaply and sell it to 
small Highland consumers, (the average crofter and small¬ 
holder) at 8d. and lOd. a unit. 

The result can be imagined—of the 149,000,000 units 
generated at Rannoch-Tummel in 1936, less than 1 per cent, 
was sold and used in the Highlands. 11 The rest goes south 
for the heavy industries to use—at a much lower tariff—in 
the industrial Lowlands, which seems a most unsuitable use 
for Highland water power. About 70 per cent, is sold to the 
Central Electricity Board (the Grid) to supply the demands 
of Lowland heavy industries; 30 per cent, is sold as bulk 
supply to towns East and South of the Highlands. Properly 
harnessed to light industries, that same power could give 
employment to 40,000 people and more in the Highlands in 
healthy surroundings. 

THE BRITISH ALUMINIUM CO.—HIGHLAND 
BENEFACTORS? 

The other block of Highland hydro-electric power 
already developed has been handed over to the British 
Aluminium Co. (vice-chairman—Mr. Murray Morrison) at 
three stations, 22,000 kilowatts at Foyers, on Loch Ness, 
23,000 k.w. at Kinlochleven in Argyll,' 1 and 45,000 k.w. at 
Lochaber outside Fort-William. 

Let me quote what an excellent authority, Mr. P. 
Thomsen of Edinburgh, says about this company. “At these 
three centres, Foyers, Kinlochleven, and Fort-William, they 
generate annually in the neighbourhood of 400,000,000 units 
of electrical energy. Except for an insignificant fraction used 
in their own workmen’s villages, all this energy has been 
consumed in the manufacture of aluminium or ancillary 
processes. At their three factories slightly over 1,000 men 
find employment. The figure sounds impressive: the employ¬ 
ment of 100 men would also sound impressive if taken apart 
from all context. But had the industry in which the power 
was employed been the textile industry or one of the wood¬ 
working industries, then not 1,000 but 100,000 men would 
have found employment in association with the same amount 

1 Stock Exchange Year Book. 1939. 

'2 Scottish Powes Co. Prospectus, May, 1937. 

3 Scottish Power Co. Report. 

4 “Scottish Water Power,” by P. Thomsen, M.A. 
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of energy. The difference is sufficiently startling but may 
be verified from tables given in the Board of Trade Journal 
founded on the Census of Production of 1930. It is well to 
remember these things when listening to the dithyrambics 
of those who extol the beneficence of the British Aluminium 
Co. in the Highlands.” 1 

Mr. Thomsen’s figure of 100,000 men who would get em¬ 
ployment in the Highlands if this water power was properly 
harnessed to light industry instead of to unsuitable and 
wasteful heavy industries like aluminium, is so striking that 
I have checked it up from personal experience. I know a 
unit of electric lamp-making industry (one of the most 
advancedly mechanised of the light industries and therefore 
an unfavourable instance from mine and Thomsen’s point of 
view of giving maximum employment), which uses about 
600,000 units a year and employs 200 people. Now 600 000 
units divides into 400,000,000 units rather over 600 times. 
Therefore, as a rough sum, if 600,000 units employs 200 
people, 600 times that 600,000 units should employ 600 times 
that 200 people, i.e., 120,000 people. So it appears Thomsen’s 
estimate of 100,000 employment errs not on the exaggerative 
side but on the conservative. * 

HEAVY INDUSTRIES UNSUITABLE TO HIGHLANDS 
AND GIVE LITTLE EMPLOYMENT. 

I he truth is, these heavy industries like aluminium 
and carbide which the British Oxygen Co. hoped (and 
perhaps still hopes?) to set up at Corpach near Fort William 
and which from 270,000,000 units of electricity to be gener¬ 
ate there 2 3 4 would only employ 500 people on carbide pro¬ 
duction, 2 whereas properly used on light industries that 
same power could employ 50,000 people, or run three cities 
like Coventry (which uses 90,000.000 units yearly) with all 
their public services, factories and private lighting-Mhese 
heavy industries are totally unsuitable to the Highlands, 
give little employment, and should never have been allowed 
to be set up. 

And yet the Highland Economic Committee’s report 
recently issued under Lithgow’s auspices stars Murray 
Morrison of the Aluminium Company as a kind of High¬ 
land saviour. “How wonderful,” it cries, “he has spent 
£7,000,000 on his hydro-electric works and now employs 

1 “The Caledonian Power Scheme—A Highland Point of View,” published by Edin¬ 

burgh Branch of Highland Development League. 

2 Output estimated by Professor Baily, President of Engineering Section of British 

Association, 1934. 

3 “The Caledonian Power Scheme—A Highland Point of View,” published by Edin¬ 

burgh Branch of Highland Development League. 
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1250 people! ” £7,000,000 spent, the face of nature torn and 
rent, rivers dried up, lochs diverted, mountains riven in 
twain—and only 1250 people employed after it is all over. It 
reminds one of the old tag—“Parturiunt montes. En! exit 
ridiculus mus.” “The mountains heave in labour and out 
comes a ridiculous little mouse of employment of 1250 
people.” 

SOCIALIST DEVELOPMENT UNDER S.C.W.S. 

GUIDANCE NECESSARY. 

If the 700,000 kilowatts of potential hydro-electric- 
power in the Highlands were developed under the Socialist 
ownership and self-government of the Scottish workers 
themselves and were harnessed to suitable light industries 
to provide a bounteous plenty of domestic goods of every 
kind for the Scottish population which is at present through 
poverty starved of these goods, it would employ at least 
half a million people who with their wives and children 
would be saved from forced emigration out of Scotland and 
transferred from the unemployment and slums of the Low¬ 
land industrial area to secure jobs in healthy surroundings 
in the Highlands. This great light industry development 
could best be carried through under the direct guidance and 
management of the Scottish workers’ own light industry 
organisation, the Scottish Co-operative Wholesale Society 
and their far-sighted leaders, whose pioneering experience 
in extending Scotland’s one big existing group of light in¬ 
dustries at Shieldhall would be of first-class value. 

ELECTRICITY CHIEFS MUST GO. 

But so long as those electricity chiefs, George Balfour 
of Scottish Power Co., Murray Morrison of the Aluminium 
Co., Charles Ker of the Clyde Valley Power Co. and Lanark¬ 
shire Hydro-electric Co. (who supply Clydeside’s heavy in¬ 
dustry with power and light), Lord Meston of the £2,750,000 
debenture Galloway Water Power Co. (which sells a great 
part of its power over the Border to English factories) are 
allowed to keep control of Scotland’s vital hydro-electric- 
power, use it too exclusively for heavy industries and charge 
such heavy rates for it, there can be no hope of basing light 
industries on it to give large employment in Scotland. Only 
Socialism can give Scotland hydro-electric light industries. 

THE TRANSPORT MAGNATES. 

Scottish transport monopolies charging exorbitant rates 

also render very difficult any wide decentralisation of light 
industries in the Highlands. 
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THE RAILWAYS. 

Scottish railways are all in two hands, the London- 
controlled L.M.S. and the L.N.E.R., huge over-capitalised 
combines who struggle to pay their over-numerous share¬ 
holders a dividend by economising on their employees’ 
wages, increasing passenger fares, and yelling for “A Square 
Deal” which would make freight rates even higher. As a 
sample of what present Scottish rail freight rates are like, 
it costs more to send a ton of produce from Thurso in Caith¬ 
ness to London than from Australia, the other side of the 
world, to London. 1 

Obviously, until the railways are nationalised and 
freight rates scaled down to cheap fiat rates over any dis¬ 
tance on penny postage model, there can be no real hope of 
decentralised light industries in the Highlands. 

SIR WILLIAM THOMSON AND THE S.M.T. COMBINE. 

Far the largest road transport combine in Scotland 
(and one of the largest in the world) is the Scottish Motor 
Traction Co. which owns 661 motor vehicles operating 
throughout the whole of Scotland, and directly controls 
through the Central S.M.T. Co. 378, through Western S.M.T. 
525 covering 1,172 miles of Ayrshire and Renfrewshire, 
through Lanarkshire Traction Co. 115 operating 107 miles, 
and through Greenock Motor Services 94 covering 24 miles. 

In all, the S.M.T. controls 15 subsidiaries, including the 
above and W. Alexander & Sons and its subsidiary Fife 
Tramway Light & Power Co. It has a capital of £2,073,044. 
As £536,522 of the ordinary shares are held equally by the 
L.M.S. and L.N.E. Railways, it has little real railway'com¬ 
petition and is in the fullest sense a monopoly. 

As chairman of this huge combine, Sir William Thom¬ 
son is one of the most powerful men in Scotland and un¬ 
doubtedly one of the Real Rulers of Scotland to-day* 
Constant strikes in the S.M.T. make it clear that the em¬ 
ployees are very dissatisfied with the conditions they work 
under. In 1938, 9,000 of them from garages and depots all 
over Scotland came out on strike for eleven days. And in 
1939 they were talking of striking again. 

The huge profits earned by the S.M.T.—£420,000 profit 
in 1938 compared with £291,000 in 1937! 2 10 per cent, divi¬ 
dend for the last 9 years, 25 per cent, share bonus for 
ordinary shareholders in 1939—make it clear that they must 
be charging very high fares and freights. What a contrast 


1 Prom “The Desolation of the Highlands.” by David Keir. 
■2 Annual Report of the S.M.T. Co. for 1938. 
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with the famous very cheap transport provided by the com¬ 
munity-controlled Glasgow Corporation system! Clearly, 
nationalisation ot this S.M.T. combine is needed. 

TWO HIGHLAND HIGHWAY CHIEFS. 

Two other Road Transport chiefs and Rulers of Scot¬ 
land to-day control bus transport vital to Highland indus¬ 
trial and food development ; Sir Alexander MacEwen of 
Inverness, Highland capitalist and director of 9 companies, 
and a member of Lithgow’s Scottish Development Council, 
who is a director of the Highland Transport Co.; and Sir 
Alfred Read, head of Coast Lines, which controls Mac- 
Brayne’s bus services on West Highland roads. 

With this last gentlemen we come to the most important 
figure in the Highland transport system. 

MACBRAYNE’S — TRANSPORT LORDS OF THE ISLES. 

Hugorino, tha ghaoth ’san t’seol, 

B’e sid ar ceol bhi reubadh mara. 

Hugorino, tha coinnlean oir, 

Tha nis is por air foid nan dabhach. 

Ho i o, tha ghaoth 'san t’seol. 

Hugorino, the wind’s in our sails, 

The music that calls us to plunder the seas. 
Hugorino, there’s golden candles, 

Cattle and corn to carry away. 

Ho i o, the winds do blow. 

—Old Hebridean Song. 

It took the ancient Kings of Scotland over 200 years to 
bring the Lords of the Isles under the central control of the 
the Scottish Kingdom. It looks as if it may take the present 
British Government (which is far too busy preserving its 
Imperialist domination over a quarter of the whole world to 
bother with “side issues” like Western Highland sea trans¬ 
port) just as long to bring MacBraynes under nationalised 
public control. 

To quote the “Scots Correspondent” of 25th February, 
1939:— 

“In 1919 a Government commission recommended the 
nationalisation of the Western Isles service. So revolution¬ 
ary a suggestion was, of course, rejected. The MacBrayne 
fleet steadily deteriorated. In 1928, when the average age of 
the boats was said to be 68 years, the agitation against the 
MacBrayne monopoly which had existed for decades and 
had been intensified since the war, at last came to a head. 
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When the Government proposed to enter into a new five 
years’ contract with a subsidy of £36,000 per annum, the 

Scottish M.P.s revolted. 

“A Committee was appointed to find the basis for an im¬ 
proved service. The directors of the old private company 
of David MacBrayne, Ltd., threw up the contract. They 
were, however, persuaded to sell out to the L.M.S. Railway 
and Coast Lines on terms not publicly disclosed, and the 
new company, David. MacBrayne (1928), Ltd., undertook, 
in return for an increased subsidy of £50,000, to lower 
freights and fares by 10 per cent. 

BRITISH IMPERIALISM BACKS THE MACBRAYNE 
MONOPOLY. 

« 

“ It may seem a little surprising that, in these circum¬ 
stances, the Government should in Spring 1939 after little 
or no Parliamentary discussion have again raised the sub¬ 
sidy to MacBraynes front £50,000 to £60,000 per annum, 
renewed the mail contract, and recognised an increase of 
“ranking capital” of the company from £250,000 to £425,000; 
which means MacBraynes are now allowed to make a 5 per 
cent, profit on £425.000 of capital before any reduction of 
freights or fares can even be discussed. Thus MacBraynes 
may claim an increased income of £6,250 (additional in¬ 
terest) plus £10,000 increased subsidy before improved ser¬ 
vices can be demanded! ” 

The motive for this Government support is not far to 
seek. Before 1928, MacBraynes as an independent Scots- 
owned company could conceivably have been harried into 
nationalisation and real efficiency by widespread Scottish 
public agitation. To-day it is no longer independent and 
Scots-owned but a subsidiary of Coast Lines Ltd., of London, 
a vast £5,175,000 shipping combine which controls 16 
different coastal shioping, harbour and airway companies: 
British and Irish Steam Packet Co.; Dundalk & Newry 
Steam Packet Co.; City of Cork Steam Packet Co.; Michael 
Murphy, Ltd.; Burns & Laird Lines; Railway Air Services; 
Belfast Steamship Co.; British Channel Islands Shipping 
Co.; Thomas Allen, London; Liverpool Cartage Co.; 
Ardrossan Dockyard; Ardrossan Harbour Co. (of which 
John Craig of the Colville combine is a director—an im¬ 
portant contact); David MacBrayne (1928), Ltd.; Clyde & 
Campbeltown Shipping Co.; Scottish Airways; and Western 
Isles Airways. 

As a unit in this vast London-controlled combine, 
MacBraynes is well under Imperialism’s thumb and must 
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at all costs be protected from nationalisation or falling 
under control of the Scottish working-people themselves. 

Its chairman. Sir Alfred Read, is nearly as important a 
Ruler of Scotland and servant of Imperialism in his own 
sphere as monopoly controller of practically all West High¬ 
land and Island transport as Lithgow is in the sphere of 
Scottish heavy industry. Imperialism, therefore, springs to 
his company’s rescue with an even larger subsidy from the 
public purse. 

For nearly a century MacBraynes’ monopoly of High¬ 
land sea transport, their high fares and freights and ineffi¬ 
cient service have been draining the economic lifeblood of 
Scotland’s Highlands and Islands and caused increasing 
depopulation and despair. 

The Highlands and Islands could flourish and be self- 
respecting and self-supporting—but never so long as there 
is private monopoly in control of their transport system. 

Not until the rigid control of these Scottish Transport 
Chiefs—Sir William Thomson of the S.M.T., Sir Alexander 
MacEwen of Highland Transport, Sir Alfred Read of 
MacBraynes—over Scotland’s vital transport services has 
been taken away from them and replaced by the com¬ 
munity control of the Scottish workers in a Socialist Self- 
governing Scotland, can there be any hope of full develop¬ 
ment of Scotland’s vast undeveloped Highland resources for 
the good of Highland and Lowland workers alike. 

THE LAND LORDS. 

“When Egypt went down, 2 per cent, of her population 
owned 9 / per cent, of her property—the people were starv¬ 
ing. When Persia went, down, 1 per cent, of her population 
owned all the land. When Babylon went down, 2 per cent, 
of her population owned all the property. When Rome went 
down, 1800 men owned all the known world.”—W Bell 
Robertson, “Foundations of Political Economy.” 

Arthur Koestler in his book, “Spanish Testament” 
points out that the land problem and the semi-feudal struc¬ 
ture of Spain was the fundamental economic cause of the 
1931 Revolution which chased out Alfonso and set up the 
Republic to redistribute the land. Over half the soil of 
Spain belonged to 1 per cent, of the people—to 50,000 feudal 
magnates, mostly absentee, whose estates ran in some cases 
to over 100,000 acres individually and who owned more 
land than the remaining 99 per cent, of the Spanish people. 
40 per cent, of the population owned no patch of land at all. 

These figures are startling. They may make us feel 
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how feudal and out of date Spain was (so different from 
our own bonnie Scotland!). 

Again, R. M. Fox in his book on Ireland, “Green 
Banners,” tells us that in 1871 110 people owned, a fifth of 
Ireland or over 4 million acres. Absentee landlordism is 
well known as the fundamental economic cause of the Irish 
Revolution. 

But is Scotland so different? 

In Scotland in 1883, 100 semi-feudal magnates owned 
more than half the soil of Scotland, that is, 10,256,000 acres 
out of the 19,000,000 total. One man alone, the Duke of 
Sutherland, owned 1,343,000 acres! Three others owned 
over 400,000 acres each! 1 

These figures beat the Spanish and Irish figur^ into a 
a cocked hat. They show Scotland as far more backward, 
feudal and landlord-ridden than Spain or Ireland. 

SCOTLAND STILL LANDLORD-RIDDEN. 

THE CRYING SCANDAL OF RURAL DEPOPULATION. 

“So long as a dozen families own one half of Scotland, 
so long will countless families own none of it and be under 
continual necessity of cringing before and begging 

A brother of the earth to give them leave to toil!”— 
Tom Johnston—“Our Noble Families.” 

Nor has the position changed very materially since 
1883. All that has happened is that some of the 100,000 acre 
estates have either changed hands or been broken up into 
“smaller” units of, say, 20,000 acres—hardly the Land for 
the People! 

Rather the opposite has happened. Between 1913 and 
1931- small holdings in Scotland decreased by 1,538; those 
employed in Scottish food growing (including small holders) 
have declined from 126,898 in 1921 to 104,340 in 1938, :{ while 
deer forests (of which 1,782,000 acres were declared by the 
1892 Royal Commission to be fit for cultivation and which 
by 1912 had engulfed another 1,000,000 acres previously used 
as hill farms) to-day occupy 3,430,000 acres, 1 a fifth of the 
whole area of Scotland. And the deer forest “industry” of 
those barren acres permanently employs only 881 men! 5 

And yet, though the Government is now busy shouting 
at us from every hoarding, “ Grow More Food,” this huge 

1 Bateman’s “Great Landowners.” 

2 Report on Agriculture in. Scotland—Scottish National Development Council. 

3 Clydesdale Bank Annual Economic Surveys. 

4 Report on Agriculture in Scotland -Scottish National Development Council. 

5 “The Deer Forests and how they are bleeding Scotland white,” by J. M. MacDiarmid. 
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area of Scotland capable of producing meat, milk and butter 
in profusion is still allowed to stand idle to suit the whim 
of a few sport-loving millionaires. Is the Government really 
in earnest? Or is the autumn sport of the rich still con¬ 
sidered more important than the feeding of the nation? The 
venison from these deer forests available for popular con¬ 
sumption is a drop in the ocean compared with the beef, 
mutton, milk, butter and other foods that could be produced 
from them. 

Officialdom’s efforts through the Scottish Department of 
Agriculture’s land settlement schemes to stem this ebb of 
of rural depopulation have been hopelessly (one is tempted 
to say deliberately) ineffective. According to the 1937 Scot¬ 
tish Department of Agriculture Report, between 1912 and 
1936 29,959 applications for new buildings and enlargements 
were received. Only 7,515, or barely a quarter, were settled; 
12,630 were withdrawn and 9,814 are outstanding. Behind 
the figures for 4 withdrawn’ and ‘ outstanding ’ is human 
tragedy. Many of these men have since died. Others, with 
their families, have emigrated in despair, and not a few 
have drifted to the cities to add to the ranks of the unem¬ 
ployed. Deer, game and trees have ousted the Gael from his 
native glen and for this the Forestry Commission must bear 
no small share of responsibility. 

An Independent Scottish tribunal, the Land Court, 
referred a few years ago in one of its annual reports to the 
seriousness of the position, as follows: “There is every 
reason to fear that unless the Acts intended to preserve and 
extend smallholdings are effectively revised and unless the 
system and policy which places the preservation of deer and 
other game above the production of food, and which permits 
or encourages the depopulation of the country for the 
pleasure of the rich of this and foreign nations, is completely 
reversed, this decline of population will rapidly accelerate.” 

The small man’s stake in the Scottish soil is going back 
year by year, while the magnates’ hold over Scotland is 
increasing. 

VAST FEUDAL DOMAINS. 

“ It is noteworthy that the nobles of Scotland have 
maintained a quite despicable behaviour from the days of 
Wallace downwards—a selfish, ferocious, famishing, un¬ 
principled set of hyenas, from whom at no time, and in no 
way, has the country derived any benefit whatever.” 

—Carlyle. 
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Here are some of Scotland’s principal landholders and 
their estates as listed in Bateman’s “ Great Landowners ot 


1883:— 

Owner. 

Duke of Sutherland . 

Duke of Buccleuch. 

Marquis of Breadalbane. 

Duke of Richmond and Gordon 

Duke of Fife . . 

Duke of Atholl. 

Lord Lovat. 

Duke of Argyll.. . 

Duke of Hamilton. 

Duke of Montrose. 

Chisholm. 

Mackintosh of Mackintosh. 

Countess of Seafield . 

Marquess of Bute. 

Sinclair of Ulbster . 


Acreage. 

1,343,000 acres. 
433,000 „ 

438,000 „ 

268,000 „ 
249,000 „ 

201,000 „ 
181,000 „ 
175,000 „ 

152,000 „ 

103,000 „ 

113,000 „ 

124,180 • 

305,900 „ 

93,200 „ 

78,000 „ 


What has happened to those estates to-day? 


The huge Sutherland estate has been divided up—but 
only into a dozen or so “ smaller ” units; an Englishman, the 
Duke of Westminster, owns about a third of it (the huge 
Reay Deer forest); another Englishman, Midwood, owns the 
whole Naver valley, while the Duke of Sutherland himself 
still has an enormous tract, as well as the vast Dunrobin 
Castle and four other houses. 1 The Duke of Buccleuch’s vast 
estates in Dumfries, Roxburgh, Selkirk, Lanark, Midlothian, 
with his seven great houses (or rather “ palaces ”) 2 remain 
intact—the largest private estate in modern Scotland. 

The Duke of Richmond recently sold his huge Gordon 
Castle estates to the Crown Land Commissioners—but that 
does not mean the land will be distributed to the Scottish 
people! It is merely a State investment. The Fife, Argyll, 
and Bute estates remain substantially the same to-day as in 
1883. 

The Duke of Montrose has had to sell Ben Lomond (just 
a trifle!) for Death Duties, but has been amply compensated 
by acquiring, through marriage with the Duke of Hamilton’s 
heiress, the whole island of Arran, 105,000 acres or 165 square 
miles—a nice wee tocher! 

The whole Chisholm estate with its big potential hydro¬ 
electric power in half-a-dozen large lochs and rivers, has 
been bought by “ Highland Estates Ltd.,” which may repre- 


l Burke’s Peerage, Kelly’s Directory, etc. 
2 Ditto. 
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sent some hydro-electric development concern like Balfour 
Beatty & Co. “ Highland Estates Ltd.’s ” prospectus leaves 
no room for doubt that their intentions for developing the 
water power are similar to those of the British Oxygen Co. 

The late Mackintosh of Mackintosh when he died in 1938 
still owned 124,000 acres. 

The huge Seafield estates in Inverness-shire and Moray¬ 
shire (nearly 500 square miles of the best agricultural land 
and forestry yielding about £40,000 per annum) are still held 
in trust for the Countess of Seafield, who will be one of the 
richest women in the world— on the rents of the Highlanders 
who dwell on her vast estates. 

The Atlioll family (to whom belongs the unenviable dis¬ 
tinction of being the first to introduce evictions on a great 
scale about 1784') still dwell on their vast man-swept estates 
in Perthshire, now, it is understood, held in trust for the 
eventual heir and his wife, while Sir Archibald Sinclair, 
M.P., still owns about a sixth of Caithness, the county with 
the worst record of emigration (16,000 persons, 40 per cent, 
of the population, have been forced by “ economic circum¬ 
stances ” to leave their native land between 1861 and 1936, 
a large number, no doubt, from the Sinclair estates). Nor 
are great Scots magnates merely passive holders of 
their huge estates but active defenders of them. The 
Duchess of Atholl (wife of this 200,000-acre Duke) 
is an unashamed champion of deer forests and of 
preserving the Highlands for Sport instead of Men, a 
rabid opponent of Socialism and self-government and of any 
idea of the Scottish working people controlling their own 
affairs in their own Socialist Parliament. Great landowners 
are traditional enemies of the Scottish working people and 
opponents of Progress. 

GROUSE MOORS FOR LONDON FINANCIERS. 

It may well be asked, how are these landlords subsidised 
for keeping barren and unproductive (in the interests of Im¬ 
perialism’s overseas agriculture debt dividends) huge areas 
of Highland hill pasture which could better be used for 
stock-raising? Capitalism has two main “ subsidies ” by 
which she binds these Scottish landlords into her system and 
keeps them “ sweet 

(1) The large rents London financiers and other 
British “ captains of industry” annually pay them 
for these barren acres as grouse moors and deer 
forests. Names taken as random from the “ Times’s” 


1 “The Deer Forests and how they are bleeding Scotland white.” by F. M. MacDiarmid. 
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list of grouse moor tenants in Perthshire in August, 
1938 include:— Lower Glenfender—Mr. Dewhurst, 
London; Coire na Craig—Dr. Lander, Burnham-on- 
Crouch; Loch Valigan—Mr. Ashworth, London; 
Edradour—Mr. Morrison, Bedford; Urrard—Col. 
Lang, Basingstoke; Balnakeilly—Mr. Berry, Surrey; 
Tarvie—Mr. Lowson, London; Tenandry—Captain 
Shaw, London; Forest Lodge—Sir George Schuster, 
London; Rannoch—Mr. Brocklebank, London; Foss 
—Mr. George Balfour, M.P., London. 

HOW THE FORESTRY COMMISSION DEPOPULATES 
THE HIGHLANDS. 

(2) A Forestry Commission has been set up wljich re¬ 
ceives large annual grants from the Treasury but is 
under no proper annual control either by Parliament 
oi the Treasury as to how its funds are spent. The 

House of Commons debate on the Forestry Commis¬ 
sion on July 1st, 1938, was the first for five years! Its 
personnel is practically self-elected and dominated 
by the land-owning classes. It is, in fact, just another 
of those non-democratic authoritarian boards which 
Lithgow and the present Government so dearly love. 
When Scottish landowners feel they would like to 
exchange part of their huge land-holdings for Gov¬ 
ernment cash, the Forestry Commission obligingly 
steps in, buys up the land, and proceeds to stamp 
out for fifty years and perhaps for ever any possi¬ 
bility of using that land for its proper agricultural 
and stock-raising purposes. 

Afforestation is a direct inroad on lands that should be 
in the occupation of small land-holders having the protection 
of the Crofters’ Acts. The afforested areas are already 
proving to be permanent coverts for game and it must be 
provoking to men with families waiting for holdings to see 
good grazing lands and even fair arable land given over to 
the rearing of trees. 

Lands acquired for afforestation in the Scottish High¬ 
lands are seldom taken off Deer Forests, for sporting rights 
must on no account suffer any disturbance. Not only is this 
the case, but by acquiring parcels of the best lands at low 
altitudes (as has been done at Kintail, Ross-shire), a vast 
area of the surrounding territory must remain only a sport¬ 
ing area because the lower ground which could have been 
used for wintering stock is taken up for shrubs, while the 
upper ground for summer grazing cannot now be profitably 
used for ordinary stock-grazing. Moreover, the afforested 
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parcels are fenced off at enormous expense to the taxpayer 
so that even the deer are compelled to forage further afield 
for wintering and so invade distant smallholdings and 
farms. 

The Grants devoted to Afforestation could be used to 
much better advantage by settling people on the land. It is 

estimated that the expenditure per planted acre in Scotland 
averages £9 15s. 6d. exclusive of expenditure on forest pro¬ 
tection, supervision and overhead charges. Were that money 
spent on preparing the land for small landholders the in¬ 
crease of population would far exceed that engaged in 
forestry. The whole land could then be put to productive 
use, whereas under forestry the higher grounds are left 
derelict. Indeed, it is very doubtful whether the planted 
areas will in many cases produce any return, for it is axio¬ 
matic with men who have studied forestry that “ every tree 
of cpiality in Scotland was grown on land capable of produc¬ 
ing at less cost something better.” 

Landlords who formerly did well out of sheep and deer 
are now doing well out of afforestation. Excluding the plots 
required for forest-workers’ holdings, the Forestry Com¬ 
mission in 1935 acquired lands at the average rate of 3s. per 
acre when feued, and £3 5s. lOd. per acre when purchased. 
These prices when paid in the Highlands appear to be 
excessive considering that the average rent of the land under 
deer would work out at about 4d. only per acre. 

Since 1919 the Forestry Commission has bought up 
471,000 acres of Scotland, of which it has actually planted 
only 116,000 acres in all. Most of that 116,000 acres was good 
hill pasture. Thus not only has it spoilt nearly 116,000 acres 
of food-producing hill pasture but in addition has not used 
the remaining 355,000 acres at all— not even for forestry or 
sport! The employment it gives is tiny in proportion to'the 
huge areas involved: 1.300 men, of whom only 338 have 150 
guaranteed days’ work in the year. Their holdings are 
u tied houses” and they have no security of tenure or right 
of appeal to the Land Court under the* Crofters’ Act. The 
rest are “casual labour.” 1 

THIRD FORM OF THE CLEARANCES. 

When the Forestry Commission takes over land, before 
taking possession it makes the landlord (so that odium shall 
not fall on the precious Forestry Commission) clear off all 
farmers and agricultural workers (crofters having security 
of tenure cannot be evicted). The Forestry Commission’s 
operations in Scotland are, in fact, the third form of the 


1 Figures from Forestry Commission Report. May, 1938. 
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Clearances. First they cleared men off for Sheep, then for 
Deer, now for Trees. 

The latest step in this process was the announcement 
in the Press of the Commission’s recent purchase of 10 

sheep farms in Argyllshire from Sir Ian Malcolm of 
Poltalloch, one of Argyllshire’s largest landowners. Very 
nice for the landlords: they get the Government cash. But 

10 sheep farms of good hill pasture will now be sterilised 
for ever from producing food and giving agricultural em¬ 
ployment. 

This non-democratic Commission, with all the other 
Uon-democratic machinery now used for governing and 
holding down Scotland for Capitalism, must be replaced by 
the community control of the Scottish workers themselves. 

HOLDING THE COMMUNITY UP TO RANSOM. 

“To extort rents, to drive the peasant from his croft 
that the pheasant may be plentiful and free from disease 
(which solicitude about health is by no means so frequently 
extended to the children of the farm labourer), to withhold 
land required for public improvements, or to give it only 
at ransom prices and with iniquitous reservations, to shut 
out the people from the beauties of the sylvan glade, to 
fence them out with Trespass Boards and barbed wire from 
the mountain or the moor or the loch—these are grievous 
wrongs.”—Tom Johnston—“Our Noble Families.” 

How Scottish landlords hold the community up to 
ransom and extort huge sums for values which not they 
but the community itself has created is shown in these 
extracts from “Why Rents and Rates are High,” by A. W. 
Madsen published by the United Committee for Taxation of 
Land Values. 

“Old Cumnock Town Council, Ayrshire, needed land 
for a sewage scheme. The landlord, the Marquess of Bute, 
demanded £400 an acre for land valued for rating at £2 per 
acre. Moreover, although the proposed sewage scheme 
would purify the river which runs through his land, the 
Marquis was demanding an annual wayleave of £68 11s., 
being Is. 6d. a yard for 914 yards of sewage mains.” This is 
the same Lord Bute who is owner of the whole island of 
Bute and who was recently reported in the Press to have 
sold half Cardiff for £20,000,000! 

“Edinburgh Town Council wanted 150 acres at Granton 
for housing. The Duke of Buccleuch demanded £37,500, 
that is £250 an acre for land whose total owner and occupier 
rates were only £32 14s. 4d.! 
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“Edinburgh Town Council needed 215 acres beside the 
foreshore at Granton. They were forced to pay £48,500, which 
is £225 an acre for land which (save for one dwelling-house) 
was agricultural and assessed for only a few pounds in rates. 

“ Glasgow Corporation needed 100 acres at Balomock. 
The Duke of Montrose asked £15,152, that is, £150 per acre. 
The Duke later repudiated his agent and sent in additional 
claims for mineral workings, compensation to tenants and 
unexhausted manures. The Department of Health for 
Scotland then declared that in the opinion of the Govern¬ 
ment valuers the land was not worth £15,152 but only 
£9,700! ” 

This same Duke of Montrose is said to 1 “have drawn a 
few fortunes from the water supply of the city of Glasgow 
(Loch Katrine was on the Montrose estates); up till very 
recently succeeded in excluding the Co-op. (the Scottish 
working people’s trading organisation) from the whole 
island of Arran, and is chairman of the Consolidated Oil¬ 
fields Company of Trinidad, the island where the workers’ 
conditions and wages are so scandalous that they have at 
last revolted and demanded sweeping social reform and 
self-government. 

THE STRANGLEHOLD OF THE LANDLORDS. 

“To-day the shadow of the ‘Big House’ blights and 
withers the soul of the villager.”—Tom Johnston—“Our 
Noble Families.” 

In addition to their actual territorial domains, the 
Scottish Land Lords also control the whole county council 
organisation of Scotland (the list of Lord Lieutenants, 
County Conveners, etc., reads like a roll of the Scots Peerage 
and Baronetage) and the whole machinery of Scottish rural 
Local Government; the whole Regular and Territorial 
Army system in Scotland; all the Boy Scout, Girl Guide, 
Boys’ Brigade, “Be British” organisations through which the 
boss class tries to inculcate “loyalty to British Imperialism” 
into the children of the working class; and now that “the 
war for Democracy against Dictatorships” has started, the 
Landlord class naturally dominate all the non-democratic 
non-elected Regional Boards, Committees and Offices w hich 
have been set up to control every department of our daily 
lives and which have ruthlessly superseded normal demo¬ 
cratic local and civic government. 

Last but by no mean least, they have a strong hold over 
the Scottish Banks and financial institutions. 


1 “Forward/’ January 15th, 1938. 
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Ten of the Bank of Scotland’s 23 directors are big land- 
owners, or from landed families, viz.: Lord Elphmstome 
(governor), Lord Henry Scott (deputy Soveinoi), 
Buccleuch s uncle, Sir Michael Nairn, Bt., Lord Baliour of 
Burleieb Earl of Dalhousie, Lord Forteviot, Earl ok 
Haddington, Sir John Stirling-Maxwell, Bt Duke Mon¬ 
trose, and Earl of Stair. Five of the British Linen.Banks 
11 directors, Earl of Home (governor), Earl of Airlie, Lord 
Kinnaird, Lord Polwarth, Sir A. Kay Muir, BL, are land- 
owners. The Marquis of Lothian, Viscount Younger of 
Leckie Sir Robert Brooke, Bt., Loehiel, Sir Archibald 
Edmonstone, Bt., Sir Robert Gilmour Bt all landowners, 
sit on the National Bank of Scotlands board, while the 
Governorship of the Royal Bank of Scotland seems actually 
hereditary to the Dukes of Buccleuch, Scotland’s largest 
landowners. Bonnie feudal Scotland! Here s tae us. Wha s 
like us? 

•“BETTER HOUSED IF THEY SLEPT IN THE BYRES.” 

“We used to have a song during the war: 

‘Fight for the land sharks, toiler; 

They own the land. 

Fight for your kind employer; 

You are his hand. 

Slay for your pious landlord, 
till your life is spent. 

While you raise your deadly rifle, 
he will raise your rent.’ 

“The landlords and capitalists who have been on the 
local councils and have occupied benches in this House are 
responsible for the degradation of the people. They have 
extracted untold wealth which the workers have created, 
and thev have refused to give them in return even what 
they give to their cattle—a decent, proper place in which to 

—Mr. J. McGovern, 1U.P., in Scottish Housing Debate, 
House of Commons, July, 1939. 

There are Scottish Land Lords who house the few rural 
workers they allow to live on their huge domains worse than 
they would their cows or pigs or horses. 

According to the Scottish Housing Advisory Com¬ 
mittee’s Report on Rural Housing in Scotland in 1937, of 
farm servants’ dwellings officially inspected in three repre¬ 
sentative Scots parishes as far apart as Roxburgh, Angus 
and Ross-shire, 75 per cent, in all were condemned as unfit 
for human habitation and only 151 per cent, were up to 
modern standards. 

Similar evidence comes from the recent report of the 
Stranraer Presbytery on Rural Housing in Wigtownshire, 
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which declares: “We visited between eighty and ninety 
houses and found the condition of cothouses in the majority 
of places bad. In 90 per cent, of the cases the walls were 
damp; the wallpaper would not adhere to the walls. In the 
majority of cases no sanitary conveniences of any kind were 
available. In most cases the inmates had to walk from 150 
to 240 yards for water. In one extreme case 800 yards had 
to be traversed for water.” 

The Rev. Allan Shearer, Convener of the Committee, 
adds: “The 1938 Rural Housing Act was again left to the 
County Councils to operate and they have still—at least as 
far as Wigtownshire is concerned—done nothing. 

“I do not exaggerate when I state that 75 per cent, of 
my people would be better housed if they transferred their 
beds to the byres. There at least they would have dry walls, 
ventilation, in many cases, indeed in most cases, water laid 
on. 

“ But at present 70 per cent, of the houses in my parish 
have no form of sanitation, outside, inside, wet or dry. 20 
per cent, have erected dry closets for themselves. Only 2 
cothouses out of say 400 have been brought up to the stan¬ 
dard required by the Acts.” 

FORWARD TO SOCIALISM! 

“We have nothing to be proud of in Scotland. My col¬ 
league talks about the land of the free but I never forget 
that it is Scottish people who inflict these terrible conditions 
upon other Scottish people. I worked for 15 or 16 years for 
a Scottish employer, and I do not think you will find any¬ 
thing worse on the face of the earth than a Scottish em¬ 
ployer.” —Mrs. Agnes Hardie, M.P., in Scottish Housing 
Debate, House of Commons, July, 1939. 

These then are the Real Rulers of Scotland to-day— 
Lithgow, the steel king, and his colleague, Bilsland; George 
Balfour, the electric magnate, and Murray Morrison of the 
Aluminium Co.; Thomson of the S.M.T., and Read of 
MacBraynes; Buccleuch, Atholl, Montrose, and the land 
grandees. 

Theirs is the Kingdom, the Power, and the Glory—but 
not for ever. 

THERE CAN NEVER BE A DECENT SCOTLAND 
WITH FULL WORK AND FOOD AND LEISURE FOR 
EVERYONE TILL THE MONOPOLY CONTROL OF 
THESE MAGNATES OVER SCOTLAND’S RESOURCES 
HAS BEEN TAKEN AWAY FROM THEM AND PUT 
UNDER THE WORKERS’ OWN COMMUNITY CONTROL 
IN A SOCIALIST SELF-GOVERNING SCOTLAND 








































